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COMMUNICATION TO RECORD SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW 

MS Amendment 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

A telephone interview was held on August 29, 2007 between Examiner Abdul 
Basit and applicant's representatives George S. Blasiak and Dmitry Andreev. 

Mr. Blasiak began the interview by reading the following statement: "The 
interview will be focused on a limited number of issues for purposes of reducing the 
time of the interview, and for purposes of expediting an allowance. The focused nature 
of the interview will not be taken as an indication that arguments for unpatentability by 
the Examiner not discussed are conceded to be correct and appropriately made, 
applicants expressly reserve the right, later in prosecution of the present application or 
another application, to challenge the propriety of the outstanding office action on 
grounds not discussed in the interview." 



Mr. Blasiak stated that the interview will be focused on Claims 1-3 only. Mr. 
Blasiak further stated that in the Office action Claim 1 has been rejected under §1 02(e) 
over Wright, and Claims 2 and 3 have been rejected under §1 03(a) over Wright in view 
of Han. Mr. Blasiak read the anticipation requirements of MPEP §2131 requiring the 
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reference to teach every element of the claim. A claim is anticipated only if each and 
every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, 
in a single prior art reference. Mr. Blasiak further stated that in accordance with a 
recent Supreme Court opinion in KSR International CO. v. Teleflex Inc. 127 S.Ct 1727, 
to determine obviousness under 35 USC §1 03(a), "the scope and content of the prior 
art are to be determined; differences between the prior art and the claims at issue are to 
be ascertained; and the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art resolved, and hence 
one or more references must teach and every element of the claim." 

Mr. Blasiak further stated that the filing date of the Wright reference itself did not 
qualify as a prior art against the applicant under §1 02(e), since the applicant claimed a 
priority date of May 16, 2000 based upon a foreign filing. Mr. Blasiak further stated that 
the applicant noted that while Wright claimed a priority date based upon a provisional 
application, the provisional application did not contain the paragraphs relied upon by the 
Office action of June 5, 2007. Mr. Blasiak further stated that for the purposes of this 
interview, the applicant's attorneys would proceed as if Wright did qualify as a prior art 
against the applicant. 

Mr. Andreev asked the Examiner to identify where in the relied upon reference 
there is a teaching of the last limitation of Claim 1, which teaches a "customer 
selecting] desired information from the information in the transmitted charging table." 
The Examiner stated that Wright (Paragraph 9) discloses a consumer utilizing an 
Internet service. Mr. Andreev explained that the claim limitation in question contains at 
least two elements; the charging table, and the customer selecting information from the 
charging table, none of which are suggested by Wright. The Examiner stated he was 
not able to pinpoint other passages in Wright which would anticipate the claim limitation 
and that if the elements in question were not found in Wright, that would certainly help 
establishing the claim novelty although for a business method claim, a second search 
would be needed. 

Mr. Andreev asked the Examiner to identify where in the relied upon reference 
there is a teaching of a limitation of Claim 2, which teaches "an advertisement data 
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controller for controlling a size and display time which is sent to the terminal server." 
The Examiner stated that Han (Paragraphs 8-12) taught custom-made advertisements, 
which in Examiner's opinion suggested controlling the size and display time of the 
advertisements. Mr. Andreev stated that custom-made advertisements might at best 
suggest custom-tailored content rather than size, and that in his opinion the passage 
quoted by the Examiner did not anticipate the size and display time of the 
advertisements. The Examiner stated that he could not pinpoint any other passages in 
Han. 

Mr. Andreev asked the Examiner to identify where in the relied upon reference 
there is a teaching of a limitation of Claim 2, which teaches "an Internet access service 
providing method, an advertisements distribution method, and the charging method 
associated with Internet access [being] changed according to the state of Internet 
usage by the consumer and the result of the selection by the customer of the desired 
information in the charging table." Mr. Andreev asked the Examiner to specifically 
pinpoint where in the relied upon reference there are teachings related to the three 
methods being changed according to the state of the Internet usage, and the selection 
by the customer of the information in the charging table. The Examiner stated that the 
abstract of Han, although not cited in the Office action, discloses "enabling the user to 
utilize a web browser having the motion picture advertising window in the icon tool 
collection box, multi-casting custom made advertisements suitable for the tendency of 
users by accessing in real time to said motion picture advertising window so that it 
efficiently maximizes the effect of advertisement." Mr. Andreev stated that the quoted 
passage did not anticipate the claim limitations being discussed. The Examiner replied 
that he was not able to pinpoint any additional passages. 

Mr. Andreev asked the Examiner to identify where in the relied upon reference 
there is a teaching of a limitation of Claim 3, which teaches "in the information terminal, 
... an access setting database having an access table which includes information on 
plural providers such as phone numbers, ID numbers, passwords, thereby automatically 
changing a provider." The Examiner referred to Wright (Paragraphs 29-30). Mr. 
Andreev stated that Wright discloses a rating device and associated methods and 
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devices residing on the Internet Service Provider (ISP) side, while Claim 3 taught an 
access database residing on the information terminal and containing information on the 
plural providers. The Examiner stated that if the applicant's attorney's interpretation 
was correct, that Wright did not anticipate the discussed claim limitation. 

Mr. Blasiak suggested that the applicant's attorneys would prepare a formal 
response to the Office action, and the interview summary. The Examiner agreed. 

If the Examiner believes that contact with applicant's attorney would be 
advantageous toward the disposition of this case, the Examiner is herein requested to 
call applicant's representative at the phone number listed below. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees 
associated with this communication or credit any overpayment to deposit Account No. 
50-0289. 



Dated: September 5, 2007 



Dmitry Anclreev / 
Registration No/ 57,428 

MARJAMA MULDOON BLASIAK & SULLIVAN LLP 
250 South Clinton Street 
Suite 300 

Syracuse, New York 13202 
(315) 425-9000 
Customer No. 20874 
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